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Abstract 
This study considers the evolutionary trend of agricultural functionalities in rural areas of Markazi Province in central Iran 
over the last decade. The province is the most and heavily industrialized region across the country, accomplished with 
urbanized settling and life style and declination in rurality, both functionally and structurally. This study aims to evaluate 
the evolutions of agricultural functionalities in rural areas of the region. All of the villages more populated than 20 
households in during 2003 and 2014 were studied. The similar agricultural variables in the two time periods were utilized as 
data set and 10 indicators for each section were defined, calculated, and considered. Followed by the statistical description 
and examining the distributions of the indicators, the evolution of agricultural activities in the region was separately 
modelled for each of time sections through Structural Equation Modeling. The path structure of the first model revealed that 
the agricultural functionality of the studied area has at the beginning time mainly been based on farming – rather than 
gardening – and based on land resources – rather than water resources. As well, the results of the ending model indicated 
that land has been replaced by water. Also, the declining trend of changes during the studied period was significantly 
influenced by water . Therefore, it is absolutely essential to establish an integrated organizational structure for policy 
regulation and decision-making for land and water resources, along with a provincial governance to implement the policies 
and decisions beyond the sectoral approach. This could possibly help to mitigate the problems encountered by the 
agricultural sector in rural communities of the study area. 
 
Key words: Agricultural Functionality, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), Rural Communities, Markazi Province, 
Central Iran. 




Rural areas, as a significant part of every 
society in every country, play a critical role in 
national and rural development. For people 
living in cities, rural areas are best known as an 




However, these areas have encountered 
some major challenges for survival due to 
uncoordinated policies, widespread and rapidly  
evolving industries, and technological 
developments over time (Zabihi et al. 2019).  
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In this regard, certain issues have been 
considered such as redefinition of natural 
landscapes and open environments, agricultural 
restructuring, re-creation of rural and residential 
landscapes, re-associability and land use 
change, destruction of natural landscapes, and 
de-urbanization of rural areas (Khosrowbeygi 
Borchaloei 2016). The most fundamental 
problem in rural communities is the destruction 
of villages and the evasion of their population. 
Thus, an important question arises as to the 
reasons behind why the villages disappear and 
the potential factors which affect it. It is 
noteworthy that each function comes from a 
structure, causing a place function like a village, 
and could be explored from the human and 
environmental dimensions. As for the 
environmental dimension, unprecedented 
changes in rural areas and their inhabitants are 
largely due to the role and function of the 
agricultural sector that has traditionally been the 
main motivation for evolution (Eupen et al. 
2012). 
Anríquez and Stamoulis (2007) maintain 
that although the practical importance of 
agriculture in the national economy might 
decrease under evolution, it does not necessarily 
mean its importance in rural economy can 
decrease. Rural areas have experienced several 
continuous changes in some aspects such as 
social, physical, and spatial composition 
(Paquette and Domon 2003). The European 
Commission considers rural areas as complex 
economic, natural, and cultural sites, which 
cannot be distinguished by only one single 
criterion (Gulumser et al. 2006). In the present 
era, rural areas are undergoing unprecedented 
changes due to the constant flow of labor, 
capital, and technology (Moutafi 2013). 
It is worth noting that the existing changes 
in the rural areas and their inhabitants have been 
largely caused by the changes in the role and 
function of the agricultural sector (Eupen et al. 
2012). The Handbook on United Nations Rural 
Households and Welfare (2007) outlines two 
sectoral and territorial approaches to choose 
some aspects of rural communities. In this 
regard, the sectoral approach is mostly used in 
developing countries where the rurality concept 
is exclusively related to agriculture, forestry, 
and fishing (Johansen and Nielsen 2012). The 
other conceptualization of rural communities is 
geographical (territorial & spatial). In this 
approach, although demographic features such 
as population density, size, and spatial ranges 
play an essential role in defining rural 
communities, it seems that the population 
density is an inadequate or, at least, partial 
indicator for defining the rural communities 
(Balestrieri 2014). 
According to Gulumser et al. (2006), the 
term rural area is essentially employed as a 
place for agricultural activity to identify the 
areas that are not urban. Berry et al. (2010) 
investigated several conceptual approaches to 
rural communities and concluded that although 
both rural and agricultural sectors are 
conventionally interrelated, agriculture is knows 
as a critical factor differentiating what is rural 
and urban. Paquette and Domon (2003) found 
that the remarkable diversity of rural areas has 
led to the increased disparity between 
agriculture and demography. Eupen et al. 
(2012) provided a rural typology capable of 
recognizing the similarities of rural areas and 
their internal grading. Li et al. (2015) explored 
the relationship between rural community 
indicators and major economic, social, and 
geographical indicators in China’s rural 
communities using the census data of 2000 and 
2010. Pizzoli (2015) concluded the obtained 
data from the statistical offices could enable the 
calculation of referrals related to the rural 
communities. Finally, Peng et al. (2016) 
addressed a key aspect of the rural communities 
formed by land use, self-sufficiency, 
production, and employment. 
In the field of agriculture-rural 
communication, the most crucial issue is the 
role and task of the agriculture sector as a major 
economic factor in rural areas, which has 
contributed to the instability and decline of the 
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rural settlements and the high motivation to 
leave the villages (Latifeh et al. 2016). 
According to the general population census data 
in Iran, the proportion of rural settlements has 
increased from 68.6% in 1956 to 25.9% in 2016 
(Statistical Center of Iran 2018). In terms of 
evolution of agricultural activities, Markazi 
Province ranks the 18th while its degree of 
evolution of agricultural activities is 0.342 
lower than the national average (Karami and 
Rastegari 2018). The percentage of rural 
population in Markazi province in 2016 was 
23.1% below the national average. The 
population used in its agricultural sector fell 
12.8% over ten years according to the 
agricultural census of 2014, compared to the 
2003 census, which declined by 12.8% only 
during ten years, while the average annual 
growth of the rural population in this province 
has negatively increased in recent years 
(Statistical Center of Iran 2018). Here, any 
potential plan and solution to cope with the 
aforementioned challenges logically requires a 
scientific and careful examination of several 
dimensions and components. 
The main objective of the present study is 
to explore the evolution of agricultural activities 
in rural areas of Markazi province in Iran over a 
decade with a particular emphasis on 
agricultural functions. The province is the most 
and heavily industrialized region across the 
country. While the overall provincial population 
is, based on the official data from sequential 
Population and Housing Censuses, grown over 
recent decades, the rural population is declined 
for the urban population. As presented in Table 
1 and depicted in Fig. 1, the huge gap between 
the rural and urban population for the rural one 
has been reversed for urban through recent 
decades, so that the rapid urbanization trend and 
dominance of urban life style has accomplished 
with declination of rurality, both in 
demographic structures and environmental and 
productive functionalities as well. Therefore, 
the evolution of agricultural functionalities over 
time is considered a key aspect in this study. In 
this vein, while compiling the agricultural 
indicators for the rural communities, the basic 
question is how the evolutions of agriculture 
have been in rural communities in Markazi 
province. Therefore, the study does not attempt 
to define the rural or how it differentiates with 
the urban. Instead, the matter that the paper 
focused on, is to represent the status of 
agricultural functionality as an important 
component of rurality and its evolution over a 
decade across the rural territories of the 
Markazi province in Iran, which are well known 
as village on behalf of the Statistical Center of 
Iran and in common language and documented 
in official Censuses of Population and Housing. 
 
Table1. Population changes of the study area over 1956-2016 in rural and urban sectors 
 
Year (Census) Total Population 
Urban Rural 
Population Pct. Population Pct. 
1956 600455 92530 15.41 507925 84.59 
1966 688046 124838 18.14 563208 81.86 
1976 786291 213586 27.16 572705 72.84 
1986 1082109 476127 44.00 605982 56.00 
1996 1228812 701547 57.09 527265 42.91 
2006 1351257 932073 68.98 419184 31.02 
2016 1429457 1099767 76.94 329690 23.06 
              *(Source: Statistical Center of Iran, 1956-2016) 
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Figure 1. The reverse trend of rural population declines and urban population growth in 
study area 
 
Materials and Methods 
 
This study was descriptive-analytical, and 
descriptive and inferential statistics were used to 
analyze the data. Regarding different 
dimensions of each phenomenon, there were no 
independent and dependent variables, indicating 
that all variables can be considered both 
independent and dependent. The statistical 
description and evaluation of the distribution of 
indicators, as well as modeling of agricultural 
structure in the rural areas were conducted 
through structural equation based on 
Bootstrapping approach using SPSS and Amos 
Graphic software. This method is performed 
based on sampling by placing a sample from the  
 
 
mother or the original (733 villages were 
studied here) repeatedly. The statistical 
population and geographical area included all 
villages in the top 20 households of Markazi 
province, based on the data collected in two 
Censuses of Agriculture in 2003 and 2014, 
performed by Statistical Center of Iran, in which 
the unit of analysis in this study is the village. 
After choosing and matching the villages in the 
two sections and removing non-rural census 
areas and militaries including military centers, 
companies, manufacturing units, and workshop 
units, the statistical sample of the study 
consisted of 733 villages with more than 20 
households in both sections (Table 2). 
 
Table 2. The geographical distribution and number of villages with more than 20 




Number of rural 




rural districts County  
20 3 Delijan 26 3 Ashtian 
44 6 Zarandieh 85 11 Arak 
86 7 Saveh 54 4 Tafresh 
152 9 Shazand 99 7 Khomein 
50 4 Farahan 66 5 Khondab 
13 2 Mahalat 38 4 Komijan 
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The employed variables included the 
maximum valid related items in both 
censuses, which were separately extracted but 
completely similar in the villages. 
The fourteen final validated variables for 
each of the two sections were as follows:  
1. The whole number of agricultural 
stakeholders; 
2. The number of inhabiting (resident) 
stakeholders; 
3. The number of literate stakeholders; 
4. The number of land-related 
agricultural operating systems;  
5. The number of land-related 
agricultural farming systems; 
6. The number of land-related 
agricultural orchard (gardening) 
systems; 
7. The area of land-related agricultural 
operating systems (total area of 
arable lands); 
8. The area of irrigated agricultural 
operating systems (total area of 
irrigated lands); 
9. The area of rain-fed agricultural 
operating systems (total area of rain-
fed arable lands); 
10. The area of land-related agricultural 
orchard systems (total orchards’ area); 
11. The area of arable agricultural 
farming systems (total area of arable 
farms); 
12. The area of cultivated agricultural 
farming systems (total area of 
cultivated farms); 
13. The area of irrigated cultivated 
agricultural farming systems (total 
area of irrigate cultivated farms); 
14. The area of rain-fed cultivated 
agricultural farming systems (total 
area of rain-fed cultivated farms). 
Data processing and indexing were 
performed based on the final variables (Table 
3) and explained below . 
 
Table 3. The defined indicators for the status of agricultural functionalities at the beginning 
and end of the study period 
 
Indicators  
(Defined based on the relevant variables) 
Abbreviations  
(in the model) 
1 The rate of agricultural employment among rural households Stakeholder Families Pct. 
2 The rate of literate farmers Literate Stakeholders Pct. 
3 The percentage (pct.) of farming agricultural systems Farming Stakeholders Pct. 
4 The percentage (pct.) of orchard agricultural systems Garden Stakeholders Pct. 
5 Stakeholders’ mean farm area Stak. Mean farm area 
6 Household farm area per capita Per cap. Famil. Farm Area 
7 The percentage (pct.) of irrigated lands Irrigate Stak. Area Pct._82 
8 Percentage (pct.) of orchard farms in the agricultural systems Garden Stak. Area Pct. 82 
9 The percentage (pct.) of cultivated lands (land intensification) Intensity Rate 
10 The percentage (pct.) of irrigated cultivated lands Irrigated Cultivation Pct. 
 
Accordingly, the evolution indicators 
were collected based on the difference 
between the indicators at the end of 2014 and 
at the beginning of the period (2003) in each 
village to the absolute value of the 
corresponding difference across the whole 
province (all investigated villages). 
Markazi province is located in the central 
plateau of Iran. According to the latest data 
from the Statistical Centre of Iran, this province  
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has 12 counties, 23 districts, 33 cities, 66 rural 
districts, and 1208 villages with 1429475 
populations, 1099764 (76.9%) in urban areas 
and 329690 (23.1%) in rural areas (Statistical 
Center of Iran, 2018). In terms of the 
geographical and climatic conditions and 
Significant productive land and water resources 
and fertility, it is one of the most important 
agricultural and livestock areas in the country 


















Results and Discussion  
 
The structural model of agricultural 
functionalities in rural areas of Markazi 
province in 2003 (the beginning of the study 
period)  
The Agricultural Status Measurement 
Scale of Rural Areas in 2003 (i.e. at the 
beginning of the study period) was conducted 
using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with 
ten relevant indicators using AMOS Graphics 
software. The best model was specified among 
the possible models using accurate search tools 
by considering the maximum of all ten 
indicators of agricultural status measurement 
model. Figure 2 shows the final model along 
with the standard estimates of the path 
coefficients, as well as different types of the 
goodness of fit index (GFI) models based on the 
autonomy approach. 
Figure 2. Rural agricultural status measurement model of 2003 along with the standard 
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As observed, the rate status of literate 
stakeholders, number of land-related  
agricultural farming systems, number of land-
related agricultural orchard (gardening) systems, 
and size changes of stakeholder’s land use are 
not included in the final model. All three groups 
of fitting indicators (chi-square with a small 
value of 1.9, degree of freedom 7, and 
significance level of 0.064 and GFI with a value 
of about 0.994), NFI comparative fitting 
indicators with a value of about one, 0.995. 
while the RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation) with the values close to 0.035, 
all of which confirm the high validity of the 
model and its good fitness to the collected data. 
In addition to the provided standard coefficients 
in Figure 2, Table 4 also shows the coefficients 
for the remaining variables in the final model in 
both the standard and nonstandard form along 
with standard error, critical ratio, and significant 
level. 
 
Table 4. Regression estimates of the components of rural agricultural status scale of the 
province in 2003 
 
Sig. S.E. Critical Ratio 
Regression weights Measured components and variables 
(Observed variables) Standard Non-standard 
   0.24 1 Agricultural employment rate 
0.00 0.16 5.61 0.37 0.89 Cultivated lands (land intensification) 
0.00 0.20 5.29 0.31 1.02 Household farm area per capita 
0.00 1.30 -6.62 -0.99 -8.63 Irrigated lands 
0.00 0.20 -5.02 -0.34 -0.99 Orchard farms in agricultural systems 
0.00 1.30 -6.61 -0.95 -8.54 Irrigated cultivated lands 
 
Component values of agricultural 
employment rate are not reported because this 
variable is denoted as a reference to measure 
the scale of rural agricultural status in order to 
eliminate it without any unit of measurement 
(Ghasemi 2010). The comparison of the path 
coefficients and positive signs of the three 
indicators cultivated against cultivable lands 
(land intensification), household farm area per 
capita, and agricultural employment rate (with 
standard regression weights of 0.37, 0.31, and 
0.24) with the path coefficients and negative 
signs of the three indicators irrigated land, 
irrigated cultivated lands, and the status of 
orchard farms in agricultural systems (with 
standard regression weights of -0.99, -0.95, 
and -0.34) indicates that the agricultural status 
of the villages in Markazi province was mostly 
based on farming rather than gardening, in 
2003. In the other word, it was mostly based 
on the land, rather than wate. 
 
The structural model of agricultural 
functionalities in rural areas of Markazi 
province in 2014 (the end of the study period) 
  
Considering the maximum of all ten 
indicators of Agricultural Status Measurement 
Model at the end of the period by utilizing the 
exact search tool, the Agricultural Status 
Measurement Scale of Rural Areas in 2014 
(end of the study period) was confirmed as the 
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Figure 3. Rural agricultural status measurement model of 2014 with standard estimates and 
validation indicators 
As can be observed, the number of land-
related agricultural farming systems, the size of 
land-related agricultural operating systems (total 
area of arable lands), the area of land-related 
agricultural orchard systems (total orchard 
area), and the number of land-related 
agricultural farming systems are not present in 
the final model. The indicator household farm 
area per capita remains in this composition, 
indicating its role and importance in the 
agricultural status of the villages in Markazi 
province. Ultimately, all three groups of the 
indicators such as fitting absolute, comparative, 
and economical (chi-square with a small value 
of 1.36, degree of freedom 5, at the significance 
level of 0.23, GFI and NFI both with a value 
close to 0.997 and the RMSEA with a value 
close to zero, i.e. 0.022) confirm the high 
validity of the model and its good fitness to the 
data collected. Table 5 shows the coefficients 
for the remaining variables in the final model, in 
both standard and nonstandard form, along with 
the standard errors, critical ratios, and the 
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Table 5. Regression estimates of components of rural agricultural status scale in 2014 
 
Sig. S.E. Critical Ratio 
Regression weights Measured components and variables 
(Observed variables) Standard Non-standard 
0.00 0.01 5.69 -0.25 -0.14 Agricultural employment rate 
0.00 0.02 -7.25 0.20 0.07 Literate farmers rate 
0.08 0.03 -1.72 -0.06 -0.05 Stakeholders’ mean farm area 
0.00 0.02 -7.29 -0.25 -0.12 Household farm area per capita 
0.00 0.03 35.97 1.03 1.06 Irrigated lands 
   0.95 1.00 Irrigated cultivated lands 
 
Careful consideration of the path 
coefficients and their signs indicates that 
gardening did not play any significant role in 
the agricultural changes in Markazi province 
due to its negative and non-significant 
coefficients in the cultivation pattern (-0.06) 
such as in 2003. Nevertheless, a significant 
difference was observed between two patterns 
in two sections. At this point, the indicators 
related to the water including the percentage of 
the irrigated land with the positive regression 
weight of 1.03 played a more essential role in 
the agricultural status of the rural areas 
compared to the percentage of the stakeholders’ 
area with irrigated land under cultivation (total 
irrigated land under cultivation) with the 
positive regression weight of 0.95. In addition, 
compared with the model for the beginning of 
the period, the determination and importance of 
the land have given way to irrigated land under 
cultivation. 
 
Structural analysis of evolution of agricultural 
activities during 2003-2014. 
 
The rural evolution measurement scale of 
rural provinces during 2003-2014 was 
conducted based on Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis (CFA) of ten related indicators. As 
shown, the goodness-of-fit indices of this model 
show that it is close to 100%. 
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Figure 4. The measurement model for the evolution of agricultural activities in Markazi 
province villages during 2003-2014 with standard estimates and validation indicators 
In the final combination of the 
measurement model  for the evolution of 
agricultural activities, although the six 
indicators of the percentage (pct.) of farming 
agricultural systems, the mean farm area, 
family farm area per capita, changes in 
irrigated land, the area of land-related 
agricultural orchard systems (total orchards’ 
area), changes in the area of irrigated 
cultivated agricultural farming systems (total 
area of irrigated cultivated farms) had 
significant path coefficients, which are almost 
negligible in the first two cases. To gain a 
better understanding of the nature of evolution 
of agricultural activities in the rural areas 
during the period, Table 6 indicates the value, 
sign, and significance level of the standard 
estimates of the model path coefficients, as 
well as the mean value and sign of the 
indicators. 
 
Table 6. Regression estimates of components of rural agricultural status scale of the province 
during 2003-2014 
 
Sig. S.E. Critical Ratio 
Regression weights 
Average 
Measured components and variables 
(Observed variables) standard Non-standard 
0.00 0.04 -2.73 -0.08 -0.12 -5.71 pct. of farming in agricultural systems 
0.00 0.02 -3.30 -0.09 -0.08 0.55 Stakeholders’ mean farm area 
0.00 0.02 -4.45 -0.12 -0.09 1.48 Household farm area per capita 
0.00 0.29 6.87 1.26 2.03 -5.11 pct. of the irrigated lands 
0.00 0.03 9.50 0.29 0.29 4.11 
pct. of orchard farms in agricultural 
systems 
   0.59 1.00 -11.01 pct. of irrigate cultivated lands 
 
 
Management Theory and Studies for Rural Business and Infrastructure Development 
eISSN 2345-0355. 2021. Vol. 43. No. 3: 390-402 
Article DOI: https://doi.org/10.15544/mts.2021.36   
 
400 
Based on the accuracy of mean and 
coefficients of indicators, the main role of 
evolution of agricultural activities in the rural 
areas of Markazi province during 2003-2014 is 
related to the significant decreasing trend of 
irrigated cultivation (Mean= -11.01, regression 
weight= 0.59), irrigated lands (Mean= -5.11, 
regression weight= 1.26), and stakeholders’ 
mean farm area (Mean= -5.71, regression 
weight= -0.08), both simultaneously and on the 
upward trend. On the other hand, percentage 
(pct.) of orchard farms in the agricultural 
systems (Mean= 4.11, regression weight= 0.29). 
Therefore, the declining trend of orchard 
farming in the agricultural systems was mostly 





The present study evaluated the evolution 
of agricultural activities in the rural areas of 
Markazi province. Based on the results, the 
situation of villages and rural status for 
agricultural activities has changed compared to 
the place they had before. In addition, a 13% 
decrease occurred in the whole number of 
agricultural stakeholders over the two time 
periods in the present study. Further, these 
evolutions decreased in the number of inhabited 
(resident) stakeholders, number of land-related 
agricultural farming systems, and irrigated land. 
Based on the experimental results, the whole 
number of agricultural stakeholders increased 
from 9.5 to 10 hectares due to a decrease in the 
area of agricultural stakeholders between the 
two conducted censuses. Additionally, the area 
of stakeholders with irrigated land, agricultural 
stakeholders, and the area of irrigated 
agricultural operating systems (total area of 
irrigated lands) decreased during the studied 
period. In contrast, the evolutions of the area of 
land-related agricultural orchard systems (total 
orchard area)” increased by 4%, while the ratio 
of cultivated against the cultivable lands, or the 
land intensification increased from 56% to 65% . 
The agricultural status of the rural areas in 
Markazi province was mainly based on 
farming,rather than gardening,due to the path 
coefficients and the positive sign of the three 
indicators number of land-related agricultural 
operating systems, household farm area per 
capita, and the rate of agricultural employment 
among rural households compared with the path 
coefficients and the negative sign of three 
indicators of irrigated land, irrigated cultivated 
land, and the area of land-related agricultural 
orchard systems (total orchard area). Further, it 
was mostly land-based rather than water-based. 
However, the obtained results of 2014 section 
could be attributed to the differences between 
the two models compared to the former section 
of 2003. In this period, the water-related 
indicators (i.e., the percentage of irrigated land 
stakeholders and the percentage of irrigated land 
in the cultivation pattern) played a critical role 
compared to the land factor in the status of 
agricultural rural areas, which is in line with the 
results of Berry et al. (2010). 
Considering the mean and coefficients of 
the rural evolution indicators during 2003-2014, 
the significant decreasing trend of irrigated 
cultivated land, irrigated lands, and agricultural 
stockholders (Mean=11.01, 5.11, and 5.71, 
respectively) plays a main role in rural evolution 
in Markazi province, coinciding with the 
upward trend of the area of land-related 
agricultural orchard systems (total orchard area) 
in the cultivation pattern (Mean= 4.11). In 
addition, the evolution of agricultural activities 
in the villages was mostly affected by the 
irrigating water during this period, leading to 
variations in land use from high water-
consuming activities with fewer yields 
(farming) to low water-consuming ones and 
more yields (gardening). 
The results are consistent with some other 
studies (e.g., Ebrahimpour 2004; Ghasemi 
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Ardahaei 2008; Rezvani et al. 2011; Feli et al. 
2012; Yousefi 2013; Latifeh et al. 2016; 
Khosrowbeygi Borchaloei 2016; Karami and 
Rastegari 2018) . 
According to Zabihi et al. (2019), the role 
of evolution of agricultural activities in rural 
evolution is more than the corresponding role of 
agricultural component at the beginning and end 
of the period due to the significant coefficients 
of indicators related to the changes in land and 
irrigated related factors in this model although 
the changes in rural areas of the province during 
the period were more influenced by 
demographic changes than in agricultural 
indicators. Over time, the rural areas in the 
province have become more adapted to the 
conditions and characteristics of the population, 
especially in harmony with age requirements, 
and rural population aging, as well as the 
changes in type stockholders of land. The 
results are in line with Paquette and Domon 
(2003), Li et al. (2015), and Guastella and 
Pareglio (2016). 
Based on the evaluation of the evolution of 
agricultural activities in the rural communities 
of Markazi province, some suggestions are 
provided related to the policies. Evaluation of 
the factors affecting the agricultural situation 
and the rural evolution of the provinces 
indicated that these changes are mainly related 
to the lack of a single structure and 
organization, leading to the evacuation of a 
large number of rural settlements. As a guardian 
of villages in the country, the institutional 
multiplier that follows and supports this sector 
has caused many conflicts in policy making and 
much interference with the national and regional 
evolution plans. Therefore, an independent 
structure with the same decision-making and 
policy-making power could be established to 
help effectively solve the problems in rural 
communities. Given the implementation phase, 
some reforms in the rural functions are essential 
for enacting important reforms in the rural 
structure. Based on the findings, the indicators 
related to land and water resorces, as two 
important agricultural factors, became 
problematic during periods under study. 
However, more attention should be paid to the 
agriculture sector. The diversification of 
economic activities in rural areas, if targeted and 
related to the characteristics of each region, 
could have a significant share in creating 
employment, leading to the increased income 
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